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SUMMARY
"PULL OUT" IN COMPENSATORY EDUCATION

"Pull Out" is a method or type of school organization for remedial teaching
of TiETea; eligible pupils. With this plan, Title [ eligible pupils are pulied
~out of reqular classes containing both eligible and non- -eligible pup11s and sent
to a different room to receive instruction from a remedial spec1a11st teacher
"Pull Qut" has emerged as a prom1nent feature of compensatory educat1on in the
past few years, and it now concerns po]toy makers, researchers, and educators
alike. This paper was written in response to a request from the Office of the

Commissioner of’Edhcation‘to examine the research on “pull out." In the course

of preparing this opinion, we interviewed about thirty persons in schools, state

3

education agencies, the federal government, universities, and teacher organiza-

!

tions; in add1t1on we read and, in some instances, reanalyzed data from approx-

"y
¢

v1nate1y 150 documents. : - L S

" The Incidence and Context of "Pull Out" .,

Roughly 75% oficompensatory education pupils receive remedia] reading
instruction in the "pull out™ setting; the comparable figures for mathematics
and language are 45% and 41%,'respective1y. When these figures are oorrected to
e1§minate_puoils in 100% Title I eligible classrooms who do not need;to be
"putied out," the "pull out” rates in all othur classrooms rise to 84% for

reading, 54% for mathematics, and 50% for language arts. When one considers



further that pupils might be "pulled out" for one of these subjects and not the
other, it is.plausible to say that in classes not 100% "Title I eligible” the
J

pract1ce of “pu]] out" for compensatory teaching is nearlxﬁun1yersa1

"Pull out" is probably more prevalent 1n small and med1um-s1zed districts
than in iarge} urban schools. "Pul]ed out" and "mainstreamed" pup1]s (1 e., .
compensatory educat1on pupils taught in regular classes) do not differ in their
o academ1c performance before remedial teach1ng, thus, "oulT out" seems ot to be

o

»prescr1bed d1fferent1a11y for pup11s with varying remed1a1 needs.
""" The amount of the ent1re 1nstruct1ona1 day spent in the “pull out" setting -
rose from around 5% in 1973-1974 to around 9% in 1974-1975. The percentage of

t1me does not vary by spbgect taught (read1ng VvS. mathemat1cs)“or by grage level

'(elementary vs. secondary). Although time in the "pull out" setting.is a small

part of the tote? instructicnal day, at Grade 1 it constitutes almost half of

the instructional time funded by Title I.

' }”At the elementary school ]evel, one—fifth of the'"pulled out" pupils miss
' reoular c]assroom~instruction in the subject for which they are removed from the
'regular class (i.e., they are "pulled out" of regulas read1ng to receive remed1a]
reading). One-‘ourth miss social stud1es, one seventh miss science. One th1rd B
miss no arademlc subJect at all since they are pulled out during study periods
in therregular class. (By some chop logic we do not understand, supp]anting is
not supplanting at all if one supplants science and social studies.)

- The “puiled out pupil has three chances in four of receiving remedial

instruction from a remedial subject matter specfalist. (The comparable chances



for a mainstreamed compensatory'edueation pupii are only one in three.) However,
the "speciélist" teaéhers receive very little training for their job (less than
ten hours in any one year on.the average) and they receive virtually no extra;pay-
(less than 5% more than regular teacherss. These data seem to indicate’ that
remedial specialists are distinguished from regular teachers neither by more
intensive training nor Dy tne pay they receive} 3The.most cynical assessment_of
their rule and contribution would be that remedial specialist teaehers are merely
rechristened regular classroom teachers -- the motive for so-.designating them
being, perhaps, the needito comp]y with certain Title I regulations.

Finally, "pull out" pdrograms appear to be roughly twice as expensiye;per
pupil as mainstream compensatory programs, probably because of much smaller class

size in the former than the latter.

The Effects of "Pull Out" . ° -~

Ekperimentatievjdence isaskimpy on the effects of the "pull out” technique
Q__fse on pupils' academic progress. A study recently pub]ished by the National
Institute of Fducation (September 1977) a]]eges to show beneficial effects of
"pu]] out" at certain grade levels and in certa1n subJects and detr1menta1
effects e]sewhere. We have examined the data anddf1nd little support for these.
conclusions. The academfc gains made by "pulled out" and "mainstreamed™ compon-
satory'educatidn pupils in the NIE.data are virtually identical, djffering over
all grades and subjects by iess than dne-quarter month iﬁ grade#equivalent'units.
. Perhaps a better data base- for assess1ng the effects of "pu]l out" ex1sts in the}

"data files of the evaluation of the Emergency Schoo] A1d Act (ESAA) conducted by



System; Development Corporation. There one finds a consistent negative reiat%gn-
ship between the perceﬁtage of time pﬁpils spend in the "pull out" setting and
their math énd reading‘achievement %h1s re]at1onsh1p was consistent across all
grades and subJects, it held true for sampTes number1ng about 10,000 pupils in
.total. Moreover, the relationship persisted even after more than a dozen back-
.ground variables were controlled statistica]]yi

A vasf body of_empirica] research on instructional methods and org;nization
is pertinent to the "pull out" problem because the phenomena investigated share
various features with the "pull out" téchnique. Such re?ated topics include the
following: (a) ability grouping, .(b) mainstreaming the handfcapped, (c) racial
~desegregation, (d) labeiing pupils with conséquentfchanges in teachers' expecta-
tions of thém, and (e) peer tutoring. Our synopses of the research evidence on
these topics are as follows. h( ) The research on ability grouping is 1ncons1s-
_tent, un1nformat1ve and a battleground for var1ous social ideologies; it was
not helpful to us in forming opinions about ”pu]l out." (b) The research on
u‘wainstreaming the handicapped was exceedingly skimpy:'but the findings'of three
étudies_point toward the benefits of iptegrating EMH, EMR, or emotionally dis-
turbed_pupils"into the regular q]assroom. -(c3 Nearlyvallwresearch*on-racial”“'“"”’“
.desegregation fails to trace racial mixing at levels lower.fhan the school
bui]ding. Using the Cbleman data, McPartland (1969) assessed the effects on
vérbal achievement of black pubgls having prédominaut]y b?éck classmates instéad
of white classmates. ﬁ]thoughaéhe 2ffect diminished as more background vafiab]es
were partialed out, the effect of racial segregation at the classroom level was »

nejative in first analyses and never appeared beneficial regardléss of how many



, | B
variables were statistically conti-olled. (d) Research into the effects of
labeling pupils on teachers' beha?ior toward them and expectations of them
proved to be4most pertinent andtstartlfng. Labelihg.a'pﬁpii "meﬁtaiiy retarded,u
;intel]ectually slow," or "academically weak," reduces his aCademickachdevement
(h; one-quarter standard dev1 on below that for comparable punils not so ‘
labeled). Furthermore teachers' attention and support for pup1ls 1nv1d1ous1y;‘
1abe1ed are reduced by one- th1rd standard dev1at1on (below those for comparahle
unlabeled pup1ls), and teachers judgment of labeled pupils' success, mot1vatlon,
_soc1a],competence etc. is reduced by nearly one- haif standard deviation 'These

t

f1nd1ngs from over forty experiments 1nd1cate that the effects of 1abe11ng
pup1ls are 1arge and worr1soh; (e) Finally, research on peer tutor1ng, which
presumab]y could occur less ofiten in the "puil out" programs. Pupils pu!led out
of regular c]assrooms would- have to rece1ve remarkab]y effective rompensatory
programs to offset the potential r1sks 1ncurred In our opinion, the pu]]ed
out" oupil -is p]aced in moderate Jeopardy of being dysfunctional]y 1abe]ed; of

missing opportun1t1es for peer tutor1ng and ro]e modeling, and of be'ng segre-

©

gated from pupils of different ethnic groups.

-

~ Historical and Political Context of "Pull Out" .

We be]ieve that the "pull out" prob]em wasfcreated‘by the ESEA Title I
regu]atiods ahddthe manner in which they have been interpreted and enforced. To
nuote one state education department off1c1a1,,“'Pu11 out' exists for one reason
oh]y;‘because the 'locals' are afraid Big Brother Qi]l catch them in a

‘supplanttng' vio]atioh." The practice of pulling Title I eligible pupils out



a .
of regular classrooms so that a "specia!ist" teacher could give them instruction
in a %Separate c]assroom did not grow out of professional judgment about curric-
ulum or instruction. The history is complex, but nearly any disinterested
reading of. it leads to Ehe same conclusicn: "pull out" is an grtifice created
by schoo!é at the urgfng of USOE's miniens in state .education departments to

satisfy regulations chcerning "supp]ementiné; not supplanting" and "excess -
costs.” The regulations themselves Eéf]ect a philosophy that seems seldom to
haye been seriously challenged. They érg enfdrced withva nearly obsessive con-
cern that a-“noneligible" pupil might reéeive Title I services. Yet the argument
can be made that even pupils performing at grade levei and above are edﬁcdtion-
ally deprived by merit of attending a school with large concentrations of poor
(since such sghoo]s attract less qualified teachers, have poorer oppoftunities

. for peer tutoring, etc.). . . :

.~ One finds virtually no'support for the "pull out" conceet'among educators or
their professional organizations. Teacherg;worry that pulling pupils out_of
class creates discontinuities in their schooling and makes coordination of
teaching difficult. Others worry that the regular classroom teachers will feel
less responsible for pupils Qhose needs dre presumably being met somewhere else
byna specialist teacher. The National Education_Associat{on regards “ph1¥ out"
aé a m¥nor issue and will merely watch its evolution, being concerned only with
keép?ng pupil-to-teacher ratios Tow. The "pull out" problem seems to be no one;s

major concern. But it may well be ape of those quiet, inconsbicﬂous matters that

" count heavi]y_in ways seldom ciear]y seen.



Conclusions, Observations, and Recommendations

" Our work has led us to the following conclusions and observations about the

"pull out" technique and several recommendations for dealing with the prob]emé

1., .Pulling Title I e11g1b1e pupils out of regu]ar classrooms for compensa-
: tory 1nstruct1on is virtually un1versa1
2. The "pulls out" procedure per se has no clear academic or social benefits
and may, in fact, be detrimental to pupils' progress and adjustment to
gch)ol
3. The "pull out" procadure is used by_Schoo]s more to satisfy Title I
regulations than because it is judgeéd by teachers to be a sensible and.
beneficial plan.

We wish to bring the following recommendations to the attention of those

persons at all levels who administer Title I programs and who will influence the
B evolution of ccupensatory education: ' ’ /2//
_ 1. The Title I regulations, which now reflect an overweening concern with
- targeting - funds on "e11g1b1e“ pupils, should be examined. New consid-
erations should be given to the needs of all pup1ls in poor schools and
the integrity of total school programs

2. Instruct1ona1 strategies should be devised that would eliminate the
invidious labeling of compensatory education pupils and their segrega-
tion from classes of "regular" pupils.

3. Teachers, administrators and other persons cdnnected with Title I pro-
grams should be informed of the findings of research on the "pull out"
method and associated phenomena.

4. Methods should be devised of counteracting the possibly detrimental -

a ) effects of "pull out” where educators choose to use it or have no
. reasonable alternatives. Such methods could include means for coor-
\ ' dinating instruction across two sites and techniques of teacher obser-

'vation that lessen the possibiiity that "pulled out" pupils will be
unconsciously neglected in regular classes. -

s -

~.




Chapter 1
THE ISSUES

This paper was commissioned for the purpose of answering four guestions:

1. What are the educational benefits of pulling students out of the daily
_routine to provide them with compensatory education services?

2. How much of an impact on the child is there? Positive or negative?
3. . Can we better serve the child if he remains in the classroom all day?

4. What are alternatives to "pull out" available for providing compensatory
assistance to educationally disadvantaged children?

These questions are encompassed by a slightly broader set of issues around
which we organized our inquiry and this report:

1. How preva]ent‘are "pull out" compensatory education programs?
a. What kinds of schools use them? _
b. "From what types of regular classroom activities are pupils "pulled
o cut"? . ) '
C. What services are given to pupils in “pull out" programs?

2. What benefits or-losses result from "pull out" programs?

a.- Are pupils placed in richer learning environments than can be
.found in regular classrooms?

b. Do pupils Jose the benefits of being with clasemates not similarly

- "pulled out"? _ , =

c. Are pupils labeled as a result c¢f being "pulied out"? Ard does the

- label cause them to be treated differently by tzachers and class-
- mates? -

d. Do teachers lose contact with "pulled out" pupils and feel less
responsibility for their progress?

e. Is the academic progress of “pulled out" pupils accelerated or

reta:rded? -
f. Does "pull out" contribute in unintentional and subtle ways to
j cultural separatism, racial segregation or even racism itself?

3. What are the financial costs of "pull out" programs and how do they
- conpare, with other ways of providing compensatory instruction?

1.
r~/




4; What positicn on "pull out" should KEW/OE take?.:

a. Who is responsible for "pull out" programs?

b. What alternative policies are there? What benefits and costs are
- . associated with each? What would be the likely conseguences of

recormending each? What political/social forces support cr oppose
each alternative? o :
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‘ Chapter 2
METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY

The issues in this study were researched via two principal. avenues: (1)
interviews with educators, po]icy-makers, and researchers, and (2) examination

and synthe51s of documents on "pull out" programs, the policy context from which

o
"

they arose their character, and their effects

Interviews ' ‘ ' oo -
Apbroximately thirty individuals were interviewed,_most by telephone, in

the course of this study. Opinions and observations were sdught from'persons at

to local school districtc Researchers, practitioners, and po]icy makers were
interviewed. The.names of those 1nterv1ewed who wou]d consent to have -their

" names cited appear in Appendix A.

- Documents
Over 150 documents were examined én the‘fpu]l out" issuesianhey fell Snto
three generai categories: (1) documents re]ating to the legislative Historf:and
administration of Title I of ESEA, (2) reportS'of empiricaf’research on the char-
| acter a ects of Title I "pull out" programs, and (3). reports of research on
educatig:ajﬂt:;ﬁmpna related to the ."pull out" 1nstructiona1 techrique

History and Administration of Title I (ESEA) The standard references

(e.g., Bailey and Mosher,v1968, McLaughlin, 1975) were useful in analyzing -the

[
(VRN
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political forces that are respons1b1e for the creation of "pull out" program,

These issues will be examined in Chapter 5.

. - T
2. Empirical Research on "Pull Out." Empirical research specificaliy on - -

_the problem of "pull out" is limited. Only three studies can make any pretense
to be'representative of more than extremely limited regions: the N{Efsurvey of
compensatory education and the_Systems Development Corporation studies of the.
Emergency School Assistance Act and of the "Sostaining Etfects of Title I." vAll
three studies contain survey data G the 1ncidence'of "pu]] oUt ":and each will
eventua]]y attempt to advance quas1 exper1menta. ev1dence on thereffects of the

pu]] out” technique.

e _.;,‘k

Comparab1]1ty of f1nd1ngs of the NIE and the Systems Deve]opment Corpora-

tion's ESAA surveys is an important feature of Chapter 3 where what is known

.awaboutwtheFcharacter"and“impact*ofw“puiﬂwout%wprogramS”is"presented The ESAA>

evaluation focused on elementary and secondary schoo]s undergoing racial desegre-
gation or with large concentrations of m1nor1t1es wh1ch could not be reduced
"Elementary. schoo]s were designated e1ther Bas1c or Pilot; Pilot schools were
m1nor1ty concentrated (65% black and 18% Spah1sh) whereas Bas1c e]ementary
schools were more near]y nationally representative. ESAA Bas1c e]ementary

’ schoo]s enro]]ed 40% black and 8% Spanish surnamed pupils; the compensatory edu-
cation pupils in the NIE survey were 35% black and 10% Span1sh surnamed (a]though
they were. enro]]ed in districts that were 20% b]ack and- 6% Spanish surnamed.
Where poss1b1e, NIE findings will be compared only with the ESAA findings for
3asic. elementary schools The ESAA eva]uators reported that their sample

311ght1y overrepresented “large and med1um-s1zed“ schoo] districts compared to
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the nation as a whole; any sample 0~ itle I districts would do Tikewise. Exact o
comparability of samples is unnecessary where one is comparing relationships
among variables. (as opposed .to averages and other measures ofslevel). Since the
major compar1son of ESAA and NIE findings w111 concern regress1on coeff1c1ents,
“the comparab111ty pf the. samples appears adequate for our purposes

A very 11m1ted number of exper1menta1 studies of the effects of "pu]l out"
are ava11ab1e Although they are sparse and scattered they are important pre-_
»n_c1se1y because there is so little contro]]ed study of the effects of "pu]] out" -
_programs that one can use to support or question the.quas1-e;per1menta1 evidence

from ?héi]@fge NIE gnQMSDCesuryeysﬂﬁﬁmw;wwemwm;wmmnfhemmumwmmNmmwwwNwwmewmmewwm“wns“

3.-~Research on Topics Re1ated to "Pull Out." The "puli out" technique.

shares features w1th several related 1nstruct1ona1 methods and organ1zat1ona1
schemes: ab111ty grouping, “maJnstream1ng" the handicapped, 1abe11ng and teacher
'fexpectatfons, racial desegregatfon,‘etc. _The research.literature on each of"
-these related topics were searched or else we re]ied on reputable reviews to form
an opinion. For example, the empirical research literature on teacher expectas
tion b1as (the effects of labeling pupils) was pertinent“and had not“been
rev1ewed adequate]y for our [purposes; so we obta1ned over forty research reports,
read them, and reana1yzed most of the data On the other extreme . the 11terature
:on ability group1ng is voluminous and anc1ent, and' it has heen frequently |
rev1ewed we re11ed .on the f1nd1ngs of these rev1ews

References to a11 documents consulted appear 1n the b1b11ography at the end

£y

of th1s_report. Ry
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Cha )
THE NATURE AND EFFECTS OF "PULL OUT" PROGRAMS ‘

Survey data qathered specifically to examine the "pu11 out" prob]em are
sk1mpy and widely scattered. The data that-fo]]bw were pieced together from.a
variety of sources report1ng surveys conducted at d1fferent t1mes on d1fferent

populations. Neverthe]ess, a coherent picture emerges.

Incidence of "Pull Out" and Its"ConteXt o : o S

f-a:w_«-wJIhe~NlEmsurvey'reveaTed’thaf*about 75% of compensatory educat1on pup11s are

“pu]]ed out” of the1r regular classroom to receive compensatory read1ng 1nstruc-

tion The comparab1e data for conwensatory 1anguage arts and mathemat1cs

' 1nstruct1on are rates of "pull out" of 41%: and 45% respect1ve1y The NIF data

are’ qu1te 1n accord with ear1y resu1ts from the “Susta1n1ng Effects” study be1ng
conducted by Systens Development Corporation that show 77% of the compensatory
educat1on pupils being "pu11ed out“ of regu]ar classrooms.: for read1ng or mathe-
matics 1nstruct1on (In the "Susta1n1ng Effects" study, 24% of the pup11s
received spec1a1 1nstruct1on 1n the regular c]assroom from a specialist teacher.) -
~It must be noted, however, that there is an appreciab]e 1nc1dence of c1assrooms

' compoaed ent1re1y of Title I e1191b1e pupils for which "pull out" is unnecessary.

‘Hence, ity2 incidence of "pu11 out" programs where they are poss1b1e is even
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larger than the above figures might lead one.to'believe. By combining data from |

d1fferent tables in the NIE survey, we have determined that the rates of "pu11

out" for _compensatory education pup11s not in 100% eligible classrooms are as

«_follows. _
Subject C Pul] Out Rates
Reading , - B4%
- Language Arts ' -7 50%
Mathematics . 54%

(The comparable rate for e1ther read1ng or math "pull out" est1mated from the

‘ un1versa1 wherg_&gppensatory and regular pupils are mixed in classiooms.
" Use of the “pull out" method is probably more prevalent 1n'sma1] and rurai
schools than in ]arge, urban schools because of the heayy.concentration of com-
-_pjepensatory pupiis in the latter. Because of the definition'of.“Title'I e]igi-

-

) b111ty" adopted by many d1str1cts, it is not uncommon “to find many urban schools
A\ i -
'composed ent1re1y of Title I e11g1b1e pup1ls Such 1s the case in 1arge cities .

.11ke Da]las* Chicago, Ph11ade1ph1a, New York, etc o _ \
_ " The amount of 1nstruct1ona1 time that compensatory education pup1ls spend in
pull out“ programs can be p1eced together from various sources in the SDL

' reports of the ESAA eva]uat1on Table 3.1 contains the percent;ges of a]]

1nstruct1ona1 t1me that compensatory pupils spend in the pu]] out sett1ng and

relates that rate -of time to the subJect taught the grade 1eve1 of* the pupils,

and the date of ‘the survey. ‘ . )
" Several observat1ons can be made on the f1nd1ngs in Table 3.1: (1) 1nstruca

' t1ona1 time spent in the "pu]] out"'sett1ng is a sma]l part of total time -
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\
Table 3.1
Percént of Inst_ructioha] Time in "Pull Out" Settig
T . Elementary School Secondary School
Pilot Basic '
“(Minority
“concentrated) _ _
1973-74 © 1974-75 |1973-74  1974-75 | 1973-74  1974-75
Reading | 5.7% .| 8.7% | 6.4% 8.1% 4.1% | 8.0% |
Math 4.8% | 8.8% 3.22 | 8.2% 5.2 | 9.2% |
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v compared to "independent seat work" at 10-20%; and "group instruction" also'at ‘
10-20%, both in the regular classroom; (2) the "pull out" setting is being used‘
1ncregsing]y -- 75% more instructional time was spent in the "pull out" setting
i 1974:75 than in 1973-74 (8.5% vs. 4.9%); (3) there is no relationship between-
the amount. of time in the "pull out" setting and the minority concentration
(Pilot vs. Basic) of the schooi at the e]ementary level, nor between the amount
of "pu]l out" time and the 1eve1 of the schoo] (elementary VS. secondary) (4)

t1me spent in the "pu]] out" Sett1ng 1s rough]y the same for remed1a1 reading

- and ‘math. However, these data that tend to assuage concern about "pull out" and
makg it seem an insignificant phenomenon, should be set over against findings .
'from the District Service No. 1 data set analyzed byithe Nationai Opinion

Research Center and commun1cated to us by Dav1d E Wiley (26 September 1977,

personal commun1cat1on) ‘at Grade 1, of all read1ng .nstruct1on funded by Title

- 38% of the tim the "pull out” settfgg, of all non- read1ng 1nstruct1on "

funded,by'TitleQL) 48%.gf the time i _§_1 the "pull out" setting. Figures from
angear]fer study by KieSiing (1971)~agree with these findings Across 37 Title
I programs in Ca11forn1a, 1t was found that an average of 45% of 1nstruct1ona1
time funded by Title 1 occurred outside the regular c]assroom (standardidey1a-r
. tion = 35%) D ) f \- " | . H :
Little is known about what types of pup11 are des1gnated for "pul] out" "
1nstruct1on 1sntead of ma1nstream .compensatory 1nstruct1on 1n the regular class-
' room. One‘scrapgof evidence is’ ava11able»from the NIE (September 1977) report

R~
. .

n “"Effects of Services": the pretest (Fall, grades I and 3) achievement of

mainstreamed and pulled out pupils js_virtuallyjfdentical;' It does not appear

)

f S
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that ‘the "pu]i out" _method is being selectively prescribed -- at least it is not
being prescr1bed on the basis of pupils' initial. achievement level.

 The character.of the "pull out" programs concerns what compensatory pupils

leave behihd inathe regular classroom when they are "pulled out" and what they

NG

find in the "pull out" setting.

~ When an_e]ementarx_schbd] compehsatory education'pupilﬂis "pullea out" of

-'1-’lhj,_s.___r.eg,ul,a_r.._c,]_a,s.sroom_..fon;_reme_d.fi‘a],.,i.nStrvuc___tion in re._dl._ ng,. 1anguag¢_,.__9r..amaths

the chances are: ... a \\\\\

l_n_:j that no academic instruction is missed, \\ o
linb that the same subJect for which he E 11ed out is missed,

5
ﬂ.that 1nstruct1on in soc1a1 studies is m1ssed

1in 7 that 1nstruct1on in science is missed.

s
s

The “pU]] d out" pup11 has better than 3 chance in 4 of receiving remedial

1nstruct1on from a subaect matter speC1a11st A "ma1nstreamed compensatq;x

_ g
What kind of training.do such specialist teachers have?  There may-be some

c1ue in, the ESAA (Year #3) report (Coulson et al., 1977). _There,'the

“spec1a11st“ teachers are-ca]]ed remed1a1“ teachers - On the average, ESAA

e

_ e1ementary schoo] teachers who recéived any tra1n1ng at a11 rece1ved about 12

~
~

il

hours 1n serv1ce training in teach.ng read1ng and about 15 hours 1n serv1ce

- training in math dur1ng the year of the survey. Teachers in regu]ar classes

Fepqrted receiving about half as many hours of ip-service training in reading

and math during the same time. However, 13% of the remedial reading and 25% of

L

_.from a subJect matter specialist. S e

o

o

~
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the remedial math teachers reported hav1ng received no in- -service training dur1nge
that year; 12% of the specialist math. teachers reported never hav1ng received
special tra1n1ng,
It is, perhaps, more revealing to inquire into the value attached to ‘he
‘spec1a11st teacher tra1n1ng by the schools -- such value being revealed in the
~ increased salary of . spec1a11st teachers that the schools are willing to pay. The
ESAA- (Year #3 p. A-24) report reveals that%regu]ar c]assroom teachers in second-

- ary ‘and e]ementary ,choo]s were pa1d $9 45 hour1y, whereas rem adial read1ng and

;;math specialist teachers were pa1d $9.95 hour]y, a differential of on]y 5%.
S Hence, however the schoo]s may. regard the spec1a1 expertise and training of ~
remedial spec1a11st teachers, such’ regard is not reflected in a s1gn1f1cant1y
higher sa]ary | ' ‘__ N o '
These data seem to 1nd1cate that remedja] spec1a11sts are d1st1ngu1shed
ne1ther by their obv1ous1y super1ur tra1n1ng nor by the pay they rece1ve for
their services. The most cyn1ca1 assessment of their role and contribution
‘would be that remedial specialist teachers are mere]y rechr1stened regular c]ass;
| rocm teachers. -- the motive for so des1gnat1ng them be1ng the need to comp]y w1th
'certa1n regu]at1ons ﬁvwg,stud1es, however, are a]]eged to show that.the use of
remedial read1ng spec1a11 ts is cons1stent1y re]ated to read1ng gains’ (K1es11ng,
,"1971, F]ynn, Hass, Al- Sa]am, 1976). We have not had t1me to obta1n and exammne
 these two studies, but the key quest1on about them 1s_whether they were con-*
trulled exper1ments or quasi exper1ments and if the ]atter, how we]l they were’
performod _ : ) | : ‘ _ '-\-
h Finally, . the per-pup1| cost of remedial. 1nstruct1on in the "pull out"

»sett1ng is’ rough]y twice the cost of such 1nstruct10n in the regular c]assroom

~

N

[
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(Dienemann, et al., 19}4). 'The‘cost difference has less to do with increased
pay for specialist teachers, as was just seen, than with the smaPler 51ze in
pulﬁ out" settings. ' o
The pupil "pulled out" of the reguiar c1assroom»is p]aced in a smaller

class that is probably ethn1ca11y and rac1a1]y more homogeheous than the regu]ar
c]assroom The average class size for remedial read1ng and math 1nstruct1on 1s
about 10 pupils although the regu]ar c]assroom has an average of about 27 pup11s

Instruction_in_the_"pull. outi_sett1ng appears to be s]1ght1y mores1nd1y1dua11zed

“as might be expected where class size 1s reduced (NIE September 1977, Appendlx
-NB). No data are ava11ab1e on the re]ac1onsh1p between part1c1patlon 1n “pull
“out" programs and race. sor ethn1c group membersh1p It nas long been known that
c]assrooms in Title 1 schoo]s are far=more racially hete“ogeneous than the,
schools 1n wh1ch they reside.” For examp]e the 1969 Survey of Compensatory

Educat1on showed that although only 13% of .black pup11s attended e]ementary

schoo]s that were near1y tota]ly black {90- 100%) 71% of b]ack pupi ]s were p]aced ‘

1n nearly tota]]y black c]asses (G]ass, et al. .» 1970, p 20~ and p 36). We do P
J/

s

not know the comparab]e flgures for 1977, but certa1n]y the extensive use of

pu11 out“ programs does nothing to promote the racial 1ntegrat1on of classrooms

| The Effects of "Pull Out" - = n o _'- ;“f R

. Ev1dence on the effects of the "pu]] out" method E__ se on Dup1] achievement
is scant and derives pr1nc1pa11y from two- sourees: (1) the NIE survey of compen-
satory educat1on (NIE September 1977); (2) the SDC evaluation of the Emergency’

)

School Aid Act;



The NIé study is the most prominentf Its findings are summarized in Table_

3.2. The conclusions drawn in the NIE study from inspection of Table 3.2 are as
follows:

"Results differ by grade level. First-grade students
who received instruction in the mainstream setting made sig-
nificantly larger gains in both reading and mathematics than"

* those in pullout settings. In the third grade, however, these .
findings are reversed im mathematics, and the two settings are
almost equal in reading. It appears that neigher setting is
consistently associated with greater instructional effective-

nis " S P

77_::~w-A1] things cons1dered “the 1nterpretat1on of the.differences in gatns under
"mainstream" and "pull.out" in Table 3.2 says more about them than we weuld. have
'sa1d The table conveys a single impression: there are no 1mportant d1ffer-
enceslindperformanee between "mainstreamed" and "pulled out" pupils.
~The NIE effects study”was not experimenta]; compensatory pupi]s were'f0und

in regular or "pull out" settings as they naturally occurred. It almost goes

4

‘without saying that the two grdbps would not be randOm]y equivalent at the out-
set; considering this fact, it is surprising that the groups are as equivalent .
as.they appear to be on the ¥all pretest. The equivalence apparently reflected

in the Fall pretest at grade 1 may he illusory; scores as low as those obtainedl
_ «

could ref]eet chance‘performante or thevfhability of the test to d1scr1m1nate
because the pupi]s'were below the effective measureﬁent "ce]]ar" of 1he test

In tnav case, the apparent pretest equ1va]ence of the two groups might d1sappear

;tr\',

if the pup1]s were measured with a test more appropr1ate to. the1r ]eve]

The presumption is strong that the prﬂtests 1n/the NIE study were so d1ff1-
/

u]t for a]] pup1ﬁs that the dbta1ned scores are mere]y chance 1eve1 and hence,

one can have 11tt1e qonf1dence ‘that the "pu]] out" and "mainstream" groups were

/ .
/ _—
13 3 / . ~

/.

i [ A& . c o -
f, ) ) . .
g .
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Tabie 3.2
Fall and Spring hCompréhensive Test of Basic Skills" (CTBS)
Scores for "Mainstheamed” and "Pulled Out"

Compensatory Education Pupils*

- _Average. ... .Equivalent- -
e - B - Raw Scores’ Scores
Approx. -
No. of No. of Gain to . Gain to
A A . Pupils Classrooms Fall Spring Fall Spring.
Grade 1 -
‘Reading - _
Mainstreamed 311 90 24.3 | 27.0 0.4 1.3
~Pulled Out 1,044 90 . .23.6 22.7 0.4 1.2
Mathematics : o
Mainstréamed . 1,172° 90 15.7 | 12.1 0.4 1.2
Pulled Out 257 <40 15.6 8.8 0.4 1.0
Grade 3 .
Reading . e ‘ \
,* _ Mainstieamed = 195 ? 19.4 -].10.0 1.8 0.5
Pulled.Out 1,211 90 19.8 - | 11.4 1.9 0.6
Mathematics® : . . o
Mainstreamed 170 ? - 20.5 12.0 1.6 0.9
Pulled Out 622 45 21.5 16.3 1.7 | 1.2

Average Grade

" After Table 2, p

o

. 23 of NIE (1977)::

(P



-2 - ~ s

initially equivalent in other important respeets. The(pretest raw scere readingk
mean at grade 1 is about ¢4 for ooth groups. But Level B of-the CTBSEhas 84 _
reading items of which 46 have three-options and 38 have four-bptione. If pupils " -
guessed randomly ‘among the options, a chance raw score would be -expected to equal
about 24.8, nearly'identical to the reading pretest averages. If‘pupilslguessed
‘randomly on the 56 threeuoption_math items of CTBS Level B, their expected

“average would be 18.7, a figure abdut”three'raW}éépre'pdintéﬁabbUt”the'hbéervedmf“”?"
raw- -score means in Table 3.2. we“sugpeét‘=£héﬁ, that CTBS Level B was inappro-.
priately d1ff1cu1t as a pretest and that the pretest means are dub1ous ev1dence
of equivalence of the "pull out" and ‘mainstream" groups.. B

Regard]ess of the true, but unknown, 1n1t1a] -non- equ1va1ence of* the main-

streamed and pulled out groups, no attempt was- made in_ the NIE study to measure

‘personal or env1ronmenta1 var1ab1es and correct" posttest ach1evenent accord1ng]y.khx
It is-doubtful that if such attempts had been made that it wouid have made‘much
difference. | | o

It is ekceed1ngly difficult to assess the stat1st1ca1 s1gn1f1cance of the
NIE f1nd1n95*1n Table 3.2. Clearly, the 1nd1v1dua1 pup11 ought not to be
regarded asvthe unit of‘stat1st1cQ1 ana]ys1s However, it is: 1mposs1b1e te tell

from the report prec1se1y how many 1ntact groups are represented 1n the samp]es

i

of several hundred "pull'out" and "ma1nstream" pupils. We have attempted a few
| "quick-and- d1rty" ana]yses assuming about n1nety classrooms of each type of
i pup11, and in most instances, the posttest means appear to be statistically
| s1gn1f1qant1y different. " However, we have little confidence in these calcu]af“

tions.

Y
C.
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It is dubious to attempt to read statistica] signiffcance or psychological
1mportance into the trivial differences in ga1ns between "ma1nstream" and “pu]]
out” programs in Table 3.2. The overall finding averaged across grades and sub- -

Jects is the most reliable, and it reveals virtually no difference between

achievement in mainstream and pull out settings: the NIE study.shows the differ-

_ence in achievement gains between mainstream and pull out programs to be one-

fourth of one month in grade-equivalent units.

The third year ESAA eyaiuation report (Coulson, et al., 1977) presents more
believable evidence on the effects of "pull cut" programs. The analyses in
quest1on are complex and difficult to describe; but briefly, the design was as
follows: the achievement scores for several thousand pupils in reading or math- ‘
emat1cs at grades 3-5 and 10-12 were regressed onto severa] 1ndependent var1ab1esa

including various adult- to pup11 rat1os total hours of 1nstruct1dn pup11

. absenteeism, teachers' expectat1ons for pupils’ performance, etc. and "proportion

]of time spent in e1ther pu]l out"read1ng or math." Th1rty -three separate step-

«

wise regress1on ana]yses were performed. The regression weight for the "propor-

tjon of time;in 'pull out'" can be regarded as indicative of}a{quas1fexper1menta.

»

effect (at least on a par or superior in va]idity to/the/hean differences in the
/ _

NIE study) In 33 analyses*, the “pull out" variable entered the regress1on

S

equat1on e1ght t1mes, each t1me it was negative and stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant1y

so. The.size of the” non zero weights did not vary by subject (read1ng and math)

or grade/1eve1 The interpretation is tiiat the greater the proportion of t1me

the pup11 spend pu]l out" read1ng or mathemat1cs, the lower his ach1evement

]

—_— = > i

" Appendix VII-B through Appendix VII-M in Coulson, et al. (1977).

i

L)
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One similar study (Kiesling, 1971) carried_out on data from 37 Title I pro-
Jjects {H,California, regressed achievement onto several "iaput" variables
descrﬁptivé’of cohpehsétofy program resources. The 1nput-vériab1e "percent of
time: in regg]ar classr‘oom'}l (the inverse of the "pull out" variable in the ESAA
»stﬁdy) carried a small negative weight (the opposite of the ESAA f%nding) in the
regkession amalysis, but the weight was not statistically significant.

Satisfactory experimental and quaSiiexpefimental studies on thg\gffects of
"pull out" are still needed. However, one finds nothing in the stﬁdies reviewed
above thét'points to benefits of the téchnique; and one study (the ESAA evalua-
tionf raisé% suspicions that the effects of "pull out" may be detrimental to

- academic achievement.

o~
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Chapter 4
‘EFFECTS OF "PULL OUT" INFERRED FROM RELATED RESEARCH

As was seen in the previous section, there is little direct and represen-
-tative:research evidence on the effects on pupi]s of "pu]] out".compensatory\

N programs The "pu]] out*” program form shares features with severa] other methods
or phenomena of teaching | "mainstreaming" the handicapped, labeling and consew
quent teacher expectations, ability grouping, peer tutoring, and racial desegre-
gation. . Somewempirica] research eX1StS on each. of these re]ated topics From-

it, a plausible argument might be constructed about the poss1b]e~effects of

"pull out” programs on pupils. &

“"Mainstreaming" the Handicapped

Int grating retarded-andﬂemotionaliy disturbed pupils into regular class-
rooms is a visible and galvanizing educational concern It is ofter spoken and
written about, but se]dom studied in any disciplined way. The phenomenon is
pertinent to the "pull out" question in severa] respects,u As wou]d be true aif

"pu]] out" programs were abo]ished instieamed“ handicapped pupiTs are moved

-

from separate resources rooms into 1arger groups o¢ higher achieVing pupils w1th L

.

regular teachers. The important difference between mainstreaming speCia] educa-
tion pupils and reverSing "pu]] out" for compensatory education pupi]s is that
specia] education pupils are typically worse off and harder to teach than com- -

pensatory education pupils.

" RS
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The empirical research base for "mainstreaming" retardgd or emotiona1]y}dis-
\ turbed pupils is a meager four documents. What might ha&e been expected to have
~ been the most comprehens1ve and significant study on ma1nstream1ng proved to be
an expen51ve d1sappo1ntment. The OE Bureau of Education for the Handicapped
study | of ma1nstream1ng entitled PrOJect PRIME 1s uninformativecon quest1ons of

i the relative advantages of mainstreaming versus special-placement. Mart1n J.

| Kaufman of BEH was kind enough to let us see a draft of the Project PRIME report
The study eschewed any~compar1son ‘of ma1nstreamed and non-ma1nstreamed“pup1]s and
justified this choice as follows: "The nature of the samp]1ng procedures pre-[

- cludes mak1nq comparat1ve statements about the relative soc1a] competence of EMR

~

and norma] chkildren, or ma 1nstreamed retarded children, and retarded ch1]dren 1n

?".

,segregated c]asses . The wide d1spar1ty of character1st}ts of these three samp]es
of ch11dren makes any - comparat1ve statement V1rtua]]y un1nterpretab]e Furtherf ’
more, in view of recent federal 1eg1s]at1on (PL 94-142), statements compar1ng
regu]ar and. spec1a] class placements may be 1ess mean1ngfu] than statéments con-

f

cerning which aspects of the classroom env1ronment maximize the social competence
of retarded.pup1]s. At another po1nt in the report, it is. wr1tten that; "é1ven
'that mainstreamed;educatiOn is now mandated oy law, 1t is no longer a pract1ca],
jssue to determine whether majnstreamed or segregated-edﬁtat{on provides a more

' advantaoeous environment to retarded-children's socmafﬁcompetence ." The.

| assumpt1on that PL 94-142 mandates ma1nstriam1ng is patent]y false: it Fequires
only that retarded pup1]s be placed in the "least restr1ct1ve.env1ronment" and
the interpretatiéﬁ of the phrase is 1eft;to the Tocal district. The BEH report

on Project ZRIME presents a p]ethora of virtually uninterpretab]e multiple

Rravd
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correlations (presumab1y having to do with'"optimizing“ circumstances for maih—
: streamed.pupi1s).‘ It is singularly lacking in quasi-experimental ingehuity and
completely uninformative on the-question df the wisdomvof mainstreaming.

Three classic, small-scale studies form the decrepit empirical foundation
of ma{hstreaming policy. The oldest study by Vacc:(1968) is widely be]ieved to
Tend research suppdrt to segregated c]asses'for-the emotionally disturbed. It
doesn't. The study was confodnded by differentia] regression-effects for the -
segregated and mainstreamed pupils and the data analyses were poor]y'dohe. Our
'reaha1ysis shows no evidence of differences in'aEhievementaor emotional adjust-
ment between the ma1nstreamed and segregated pupils. Two related studies
l(Gampe], et al., 1974 and Goodman, et a] , 1972) lend empirical support to the
advahtages of mainstreaming. The exper1ments were similar in that educab]e |
nehta]]y retarded (EMR) pup1ls were randomly ass1gned to segregated and main-
streahed classes. The data show convincingly that the behavior of the main-
-streamed EMR pup1]s came to resemb]e that of their normal. c]assmates and
1ncreas1ng1y had ]ess in comﬁdhiﬁ1th the behavior of their segregated peers In
genera., segregated EMR pup1]s behave in more soc1a11y awkward and host11e- :
aggressive ways than do ma1nstreamed EMR's.

.wThTs thin soup of research is hardly the kind of diet upon which one can

build an innovation or a policy; but what there is of it, certa1n]y does not

refute the w1sdom of ma1nstream1ng
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Research on Labelfng: :Teacher Enpectat{onsr

The largest and most-methooo1ogica11y snund:body of research relevant to the
"pull out" issue concerns the effects of labeling pupils. This line of inqutry
is known among educatfona] resiarchers as the study of "teacher expectations" or
" the “expectancy bias.” Most of it dates from Rosenthai's origfnal investigatjon
of the “Pygma]1on effect." ‘ | »

The paradigm for research on this topic is as follows: an experimenter
- informs a teacher that a subgroup of her class shares a certain attribute, most =
often high or Tow 1nte111gence or learning potential; in fact, the subgroup was
. cn]y randomly deterr1ned so that subsequent. changes in teachers behav1or toward'
the pup11s and the pupils' progress can be attr1buted to the 1abe1 pgg se.
Research on "teacher expectat1ons“ (or “]abe]1ng") is pertinent to the "pu]] out“.'
-1ssue because both labeling of a pupil as being "Title I e11g1b1e" and empha- -,
's1z1ng such a ]ab]e by remov1ng him from the regu]ar c]assroom could create
strong expectancy biases in teachers and pupils a11ke

We were’ 1n1t1a1]y skeptical of the s1gn1f1cance of the "1abe]1ng expectat1on“ 3
w1th IQ. After reading and ana]yz1ng data from a few dozen research reports,
however, we have come to recogn1ze the issue as be1ng of centra] 1mportance and

-

deserving serious attent1on Our. conc]us1ons, to be detailed short]y, are

these: to label a pupil as "slow," "dull," "]ow IQ." or "lacking potential"

works almost no effect on his IQ, ajmodest but measureable effect on his academic

achievement, and a substantial effect'on his teachers' opinions of him and how

~ they treat him.

C
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Forty-three studies of the effects of labeling and teacher expectancy were-
Tocatad.* These studies were read to determine the form of the label or expec-
tation, the adequacy of the research design, the subjects studied, and the
measure of effect Three general categories of effect were d1st1ngu1shed (1)
effect of ]abe] or expectat1on on teacher Judgment -- attitudes expressed or ’
rat1ngs given by the teacher concerning t e students' level of achievement,

potential, or behavior; (2) effect-of label or expectation on teacher behavior --

praise, criticism, timeAspent, and learning opport&nities provided; (3).effect of

" the Tabel or expectation on the students' 1Q, classroom achievement, etc. In

order to integrate the findings of the studies within_these'categories, the
-statjstica] results were converted to "effect sizes" expressed as:the'difference<-

between the mean of the more favored group (with high expectancy or label) and

the mean Qf-the.less favored group, divided by the’ standard deviation of the less

favored group, that is ES = (X'High' Low)/sLow Thus, an effect size of +1
1nd1cates that a person at the mean of the ]ow expectancy or 1abe11ng cond1t1on
is worse off than 84% of the persons in the high expectancy group. (For an.
explication of the statistical procednre, see Glass, -1977.)

’ fab]e 4.1 contafnS'the'resu1ts from this meta—ana]ytic procedure. In the"

category Teacher Judgment, eleven contro]]ed studies pioduced 33 effect sizes,

_ the average of wh1ch is 47 Thus, the h1gh expectancy or lable had a1most one-

half of a standard deviation effect on teacher Justments Teachers ratings of «

“ ‘the pup1]s intellectual ability showed the" most influence of the label: E.S. =

.93. ‘Teachers rated the intellectual ability Of‘students'in the high expectancy

* . ) - - - . a . ; .
For the references, see the bibliography .in Smith (1977).
& - ) :

W
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Table 4.1
Results of the Meta-Analysis of

43 Labeling/Teacher Expectancy Studies

Category ‘ v Number of Average

- .of Effect ‘ Sub-Category  _Effects ~ Effect.Size .
Teacher’ Judgment . : - 33 .47
Rated Achievement 12 .26
Rated Intellectual Ability ' 4 - - .93
Rated Social Competence 2 - .75
Rated Motivation/Interest : 3 -.02
Appeal/Inclination to Teach -2 -.03
‘ Behavioral Rat1ngs ‘ 10 .72
Teacher: Behavior : L 49 .32
T Praise/Support/Sustaining o :
7 . Feedback/Reinforcement 17 .01 -
Attention/Time Spent - 12 .38
Learning. Opportunities . 6 1.09
. Criticism/Antagonism/ - '
- Negative Interaction 7 .21
Ignore/Withdraw  From 5 .52
k | Other . 2 .14
 Student Effect: 10 . 25 14
Student Effect
: 41 .26 .
Achieverent Reading o 10 .54
/ S ~ Math ' 9 -.07
S ' In-Class/Grades . : 5 .42
- "~ "Words, Concepts Learned - ‘
/ ’ _ (Lab Tutorial) 2 1.11
/ v Other Achievement o150 .10
Other Student Effects - ' , T .16
’ . ~ Creativity : / 1 -.03.
Sociometric Choice ' i 3 .10
‘Social Competence _ / 1 .89
Attitudes : . . 2

]
]
~N
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group almost one standard deviation higher than that of the low expectancy group
even though the true intellectual capacity of the two grouns was equal. . Pated

social competence of the high expectancy group was ES. = .75, greater than the
Tow expectancy group. '

Fourteen studies in the Teachet Behavior category yielded 49 effect sizes
for an average of .32. There were notable differences in the average effect
sizes within subcategories. For the teacher behaviors of ”susta1n1ng feedback" "
or "reinforcement," the average effect size was .01. Thfs was in sharp contrast
to the studies measuring the "]earning opportunities;I provided to theahigh‘and

- ,]ow expectancy group (Efgl = 1.09). ‘The tendency‘offteachers to “withdraw from"

1qnore1ﬂstude2ts was greater for the Tow expectancy group (E.S. = .52).* _The
amcunt of "attention paid to" and "time spent" thh’the h1gh expectancy group was
greater than the low expectancy group (E.S 5. b€§8)

About half the teacher behav1or stud1es were natura]1st1c rather than con-
trolled exper1ments In the natura]1st1c studies, one cannot separate the effect
of student ability (or all other character1st1cs) from the effect of teacher
expectancy However, the average effect sizes for the natura]1st1c studies- and

. the contro]]ed exper1ments d1d~not differ on the average. .
o The effect of labeling or expectancy on student IQ following a per1od of
instruction was extreme]y small. Th1rteen controlled studies y1e1ded 25 effect

sizes,_the average of which was .14. Forty-one effect sizes from 15,studres

measuring the impact of teacher expectancy or labeling on~student'achieyenent'

The sign of the effect size was reversed for éffects commonly cons1dered
deleterious, such as "criticize," "ignore," etc.

w.
B
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averaged a .26 standard-deviztion effect. The number of words or concepts

. learned ih tutorials showed the greatest effect of teacher expectahcy or ]abe]'-J
1.11 standard deviatfon average effect size. Reading achievement was also sub-
stantially atfeCted (E5S. = .54) as were "“in-class grades" (E.S. = .42). Mathe-
mattcs-achievement, in contrast, was affected not at all (E.S. = -.07). Other
'student effects were negligible, except for the effect of teacher expectancy of

social competency of the students (E.S. = .89).

Ability Grouping

Grouping popi]s into classes of homogeneous ability is relevant to. the "pull
out" program orgahization in which the/separated classes would be more homogen-,‘
'”éﬁh§"thaﬁ'the;ﬁﬁte§Fated‘éTé§sf‘%Thé”teéeéréh Titerature on abiTity grouping is =~

immehee and presehts the reader wtth d’EOnfusing we]ter of—contradictory, ten-
| dent1ous, antiquated and dubious stud1es The hundreds of studies on ability
grouping have been.frequently reviewed" by scho]ars*, and the h1story of the -
reviewers' comments is a record of soc1aitJdeo]ogy_proJected on a body of evi-
dence too cheotic in its ?indings to support'conc]usiohs of itself. ' -

In the twilight ‘of the age of Soc1a] Darw1n1sm, reviewers read the ab1]1ty
group1ng ]1terature As support1ng homogeneous grouping: or at Teast not so
unfavorable as to d1scourage w1despread hope

The experimental studies: of group1ng which have been con-
sidered fail to show consistent, statistically or education- :
ally s1gn1f1cant differences between the achievement of

pupils in homogeneous groups and pupils of equal ability in;
= heterodeneous groups. This failure to realize one of the

"\\

- — . " A e
For relatively recant reviews, see Findley and Bryan (1971} and Borg {1966).

S B
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important advantages c1a1med for ab1]1ty group1ng is-not,
however, evidence that homogeneous grouping cannot resu]t in
increased academic achievement. Neither do the experiments
show that other claims made for grouping cannot be attained
under proper organization. There was pract1ca11y unanimous
agreement found among the teachers involved in the studies, -
that the teaching situation was 1mproved by the- homogeneous
group1ng (Rock, 1929 p. 125)

A

At the dawning of the Age of Equal Opportunity, the pastiche of inconsistent

_ f1nd1ngs on abT11ty group1ng was read,as bear1ng principally on questions of

ethnic-group segregation:

- In a very real sense, the extent to which the current
practice of ability grouping is perm1tted to exist ia public
schools represent [sic] the extent to which professional
educators and governmental agencies sanction sub-quality "
_educat1on ina setting that is charged with the responsibil-
1ty of deve]op1ng each child 'to his fullest.
P M-,_£spos1to (1913, P 177)

Contemporary feelings -- and a coeple of key court decisions -- run strong1y

against ability grouping. In 1971 in Moses vs. washington Parish Schoo]l Board

Ny

5(Louisjana) the court”held that

1.

"ab111ty testing could not be used in recent]y desegregated schoo]s to
form -ability groups for instruction; )

where ability grouping results in: d1sproport1onate numbers of B]acks
“in Tow’ groups, equal protect1on cons1derat1ons arise;

the pupils of Frank]1nton E]ementary School must be reass1gned to
heterogeneous racially integrated groups

When the 1deo]ogy is str1pped off the research rev1ews -on ab111ty grouping,

one undercurrent is c]ear]y seen:

e

So far as achievement is “concerned, there is no c]ear cut :
evidence that homogeneous grouping is eithér advantageous or
- disadvantageous. ' The studies seem to_indicate, that -homogen- '
eous classification may be effective if accompanaed by pro-
per adaptation.in methods -and materials.-
M11]er and Otto (1930, p 102)

:_T'

37



- 34 -

It is, -perhaps, rather futile to. take merely the administra-
tive steps of segregating the slow pupils unless the super-
visory program includes constant efforts to improve and
differentiate the content and techniques of teaching in each
course of study for the different ability levels.

. Billet (1932, p. 120)

The results of ability grouping seem to depend less upon
the fact of grouping itself than upon the philosophy behind
the grouping, the accuracy with which grouping is made for
the purposes intended, the differentiations in content,
method, and speed and the technique of the' teacher,.-as well
as upon more general environmental influences. '

: .7~ Cornell (1936, p. 302)

- No consistent pattern for the effectiveness of homogeneous
grouping was found to be related to age, ability level,
course contents, or method of instruction. _ )

Inability to control the type of teaching and failure to
provide differentiation of teaching according to ability
- levels are important weaknesses in most of these studies.
] ] . Ekstrom (1959a, p. i) -

Ability grouping in itself does not produce improved achieve-
ment in children. Improved achievement seems rather to-
result from the manipulation of other complex factdrs:
. curriculum adaptation, teaching methods, materials,-ability
of the teacher to relate to children, and other subtle var-
~iables. : Eash (1961, p. 430) -

Ability grouping is 1ﬁhéren£]y ne1£her~gbod nor bad. It

. is neutral. Its value depends upon the way in which it is
used. Goldberg, Passow, and Justman (1966, p. 168)

-These are not truisms,'altnpugh they may appear tp be so. What these
" reviewers are saying, in effect,. is that,the research shows homogeneous Vvs.
heterogeneous groupiﬁg'n%; to be an 1mporfant varjab}e jg_itse]f. .Only as

ability grouping re]a%es o or potentiates other changeé in instructional activ-

F]

ities is it a circumstance worth noting: .And the accumulated research litera-

‘furé of several decaces shows such an unstable pattern;of what takes place
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between teachers and pupils in homogeneous as opposed to heterogénepus classrooms
that no»geneca]izations are ppssﬁb1e (or useful) about the effects of ability
grouping.* J |
In spite of the disappointing message that can be extracted frem the ability
.gfouping°]iterature, one~study impressed us as highly pertinent and credible, -
, The‘study, as yet unpublished, gave evidence of what might occur &hen dei1ity
grouping was reversed; as for example, when pupils once "pulled out" are;repTaéeJ
in higher achieving classes. And the study seemed to relate in 1mportant ways to"
the teacher expectatfon ]1terature whose message was c]ear and cred1b]e | |
v Tuckman and Bierman (1971) conducted a contro]]ed experiment on fne effects '

I's ~

of transferring pup1]s across ability group 11nes Over 350 black Jun1or and -
senior high schoo] pup1]s were arb1trar1]y ass1gned to the next higher ab1]1ty

/group than indicated by their test.scores and previous teacher recommendat1ons.

/ A randomly equivalent group of pupils of the same size was left in the recom;:?
mended ]ower abi]ity‘groups 'After only a sing]efsemester the results showed
dramat1c effects of the 1ntegrat1on of pup1ls 1nto higher ability classrooms’
Stanoardlzed test results were generally superior for the art1f1c1a]]y acce]er-
ated pupils; but.more importantly, teacpers recommended that 54% of the e]evated
pupils be retained in the higher abi]it; group whereas -on 1% of the comparab]e

A/ - contro]s'were recommended for the higher ability group!

3

* Although we are uncertain whether it ought to be 1nterpretea as a comment on”
the consistency of iideology or of empiric:] research, it is perhups worth
noting that virtually no modern writers claim that ability grouping benefits.

1ow achievinhg pupils and many claim it is detrimental -for them. '

) o
3
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Peer Tutor1qg ) | : D -

The phenomenon of peer tutor1ng is probab]y less re]evant to the “pull out”
prob]em than any area of colateral research we have cons1dered. However, it is
true that instruction of compensatory pup1]s in the “Du]] out" sett1ng will
reduce the- opportun1t1es for faster pup1]s tutor1ng s]ower pup1]s that cou]d
ex1st in 1ntegrated classes. To the extent that peer tutoring is a part of
regular c]assroom instructioh, its‘benefits could be foregone_in a "pull out's.

_organization. , ' L

The benefits of peer tutoring have been c]early established. In research
comp]eted by Dr. Susan S. Hartley at the Laboratory of Educationa] Research of
trhe University of Colorado ;n Juhe 1977 the faciiitattve-effects of jeer
tutoring 1n mathemat1cs were conv1nc1na]y documented. Near]y‘?hirty experiments
-- some of them 1nvo]v1ng T1t]e I programs -- were found tha+ evaluated the |
efrects ofrpeer or cross-age tutor1ng in mathemat1cs When the 73.outcome mea-
sures from these stud1es were integrated stat1st1ca11y, ‘it was found that the
tutored groups scored .60 standard dev1at1ons higher in math ach1erement than the

_non-tutored,groupsu What makes th1s f1nd|ng even more 1mpress1ve 1s\that the -
beneficial effects“of tutoring were great]y super1or to the effects of much more

e..pensive instructional methods such as computer-assisted instruction, -individu-

alized learning packets and programmed instruction {see Table 4.2).

Desegretation

¢

Almost none of the huge number of studies of the effects of racial desegre-.
gation or ethnic-group segregation can be rejarded as relevarit to-the “pull out"

_issue. The.principal shortcoming of the desegregation research is that racial or

noey -
[S B ’ .
X ) .
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- Table 4.2

Average Effect Sizes (ES - (XExp. - xCoh.

. By Instructional ?ethnjqde

)/'ng) 3

%; «_ Technique 5
_ Comp&é%?-  Individualized - -
- Assisted - "Learning '  Programmed
) Tutoring Instruction Packets -Instruction
Mean Effect Size .597 - .409 - .158 110
Standard Neviation - . S o
. of Effeci, Sizes 684 ©. .58 .647 702
Standard Error 7 e -
andard Error s - !
of Mean - °0§9// 7 .062 .055 074
P
Number.of _//?/// . . o .
Effect Sizes - - 73 -89 - 139 Co 8
Number of Studies 29 35 .. - Bl " 41

[y —
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ethnic“group‘compOSition of schools instead of c]assrooms is studied “Pull out" .

programd do not alter the racial m1xture of schools, though they may and probably

do change the rac1a] compos1t10n of c]asses within ‘schools. |
Only one study was found in which the 1mpacts on pup1ls achievement of ..

school and c]assroom racial compos1t1on were separately assessed McPart]and

- (1969) reana]yzed the Co]eman data controlling a]ternate]y for "percent wnite" in

the'c]assroom and the school. First, he 7art1a1ed out the effects of pup1]s

fam1]y backgrounds and the "percent white" in the school. Then he gbserved

cha[ges in b]acE pup1ls Nerba] ach1evement as one moved across. the fO]]OWTng

four categor1es<of classroom racial compos1t1on:_‘f‘. )

No wh1te‘c1assmates :

Less than half white, classmates

About half white classmates.
More than half-white classmates

-]
HwWRN -
A

hOn the average, ‘there was a +.16 standard deviation difference from one
category of classroom racial compositjon to the next higher category. Put
different]y, there was. nearly a two- thirds standard deviation difference. in..
' verba] achievement betwe:n blacks in a]] black classes and blacks” in c]assrooms
. more than half white even after pupils' family oackground and racial composition

R

. of schoo] are stat1st1ca11y controlled.* The fact remains that McPartland S

in the NIE (September 1977) report, it was concluded that "... studies of peer
influences do not support the claims made by proponents of mainstreaming that
the socioeconomic and achievement levels of their classmates affect pupils'

~ academic performance" (p. 7). ‘However, the authors apparently overlooked
 McPartland's study and cited. Smlth_LlQZZJ An-support-of-their- conclusion. Ir
fact, Smith (1972) pointed out that technical problems in-the analysis of the
Co]eman data resulted in the claim of peer group influence. not being properly
tested; he did not write that the claim had been refuted.

- 't
) ; 4 %
" o
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study was non-experimental and it 1eaned heavi]} on imperfect statistical adjust-
ments (e.g.; controlling famtly background would.not control perfectly for abil-
. ity tracking taking place within the school). }n_spite of the inevitaole imper-
fections of nzn-experimental research of which McPartland's study partakes its
share, the study is nonethe]ess suggestive (if only of a foregone concluston,‘a‘
- skeptic might argnej. B o | . -
Other research (equa]ly lacking in exper1menta1 rigor and rest1ng heavily on
.the sociologist's fa1th in ex post facto stat1st1ca1 control) suggests that a
'pup11-s classmates are more influential than his mere schoolmates. Campbell and
Alexander (1965) and McDill, Meyers, and Rigsby (1966) purport to demonstrate
that a pup11 s close friends have more effect than his schoo]mates on his va]ues,
attitudes and educat1ona1 asp1rat1ons
These few research stud1es suggest that as-"ph]] out“ alters the immediate
classroom social cOmnosition (the race, ability and‘achievement‘of a pupil's‘
' c]assmates), .t is a]ter1ng a s1gn1f1cant set of 1nf1uences of his own academ1c
ach1evement va]ues, and asp1rat1ons And it appears that the immediate environ-
~ ment of the'"pu11ed out”" pupil is 1ess favorable in these respects than that of

the compensatory educat1on pup11 left in the regu]ar classroom. °

Summary of Effects of "PuTT Qut" ‘Inferred from Re]ated'Researéh

whether the re]ated research rev1ewed here offers a usefu] analogy for "pu]]
out" programs depends on. how c]osely such programs resemble ma1nstream1ng the
4——4-hand1capped, ab111ty group1ng, racial desegretat1on, etc To be sure, the ”pu11

out" techn1que shares gross features with each:of the maJor top1cs rev1ewed 1n

"\

4
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this section. The low achiev1ng Title I eligible" pupils are "pulled out," and
in this respect "pull out" is like ability grouping. Ethnic group-differences‘in
:achievement being what they\current]yvare,'"pu]] out" programs result in a.mild
tform of ethnic group segreoation --,although no one would c]aim'that the intent
.behind them is discriminatouy Separating‘high andilow achieving pupils lessens
opportunities for peer tutoring and ro]e modeling, but 1t may provide opportun- :
X ities for specialized instruction B "Pulling out" disadvantaged pupils _may rein-
forceﬂamtormmo;ﬂiaoeiind“and Create expectations for failure in the minds of
‘““'1£achers and other pupils, or it may.create the expectation that the pupils
| “pulled out" w11] prosper since spec1a1 efforts are being made in their beha]f.
The difficulty. in drawing an analogy between "pull out" and allied forms of“
“instruction is that too little is.known about_exactly what happens to‘pupils who
re‘"puiied-out" and whatAthey, their peers, andktheir teachers think about it:
“Only the*crudest demographics of the phenomenon are known (cf. Chapter 3), and -
-they are insUfficient to indicate which areas of related researchfare most perti-
nent and how confidently‘one'could arQUe that their findings'(e.gc, of‘main-
streaming, or o. f ability grouping) apply with equal force\to-"pull out. "
Nevertheless, research distantly re]ated to "pul] out" cannot be ignored ?wi

»

Ne find that, in general, research does not support the w1sdom of instruction

’ Vi

under conditions like those that prevail 15 "pul] out" programs.’ Pupils pulled

out of regular c]assrooms would have to receive remarkab]y effective compensatory '

L programs to offset the potentiaT risks 1ncurred In our opinion, the "pulled .
out" pupi] is placed in moderate Jeopardy of being dysfunctionaliy'labeled, of - *

Yoregoing opportunities for peer tutoring and role mode]ing; and of being segre-

>| R ‘ -

gated from-pupi]s»of}different ethnic groups .

4

bero
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o

~ -] | | _ Chapter 5

_:G"? ' : HISTORICAL AND POLITICAL CONTEXT OF _"PULL out"
o Sy }'l‘; . . ) ) .

. We are not h1stor1ans, much Tess political sc1ent1sts Our knowiedge of the
p0]1t1cs of educat1on is ]1ke the know]edge that a b]ock1ng dunnw has of footba]]

‘strategy or a: punching bag of the art of se]f defense ) Neverthe]ess, our read1ng

of severa1 documents on the creat1on and administration of T1t]e I, interviews
w1th a few dozen persons at all levels concerned about compensatory educat1on,

and the senior’ author ) exper1ence in Title I eva]uat1on prior to 1970 have 1eft
us with’ deep impressions about how the "pu]] out" problem was created, what sus-

.

tains 1t, and what should be done about 1t And the’ op1n1ons that follow have .

been tested for cons1stency where poss1b{e aga1nst the data in the three prev1oush

o chaPters '\\k . e _ : _
Congre§§1ona] debate on ESEA 1965 broached at least two s1gn1f1cant issues:

| 1) the quest1on of general versus categor1ca] aid; and 2) ‘the chiirch- state 1ssue
The fear was strong in many quarters that Federa] aid to schoo]s wou]d be used as;
' general a1d; spent meroly Lo reduce local taxes and not for the special purposes .
embodied- in the tit, gs of ESEA quptua]ly, the "categor1ca1 aidj proponents in;gb
'won; The church-state 1ssue was f1nessed by spec1fy1ng that T1t1e I aid was: to‘ﬁ
-Pupils not. to schools -- the latter d1st1ngu1shab1e as e1ther pub11c or paroch1a1,_"
~—“’"‘“'“fﬁe fbrmer apparent]y not. ‘ \
. By the time the bill became P.L. 89-10, USOE was strong]y pred1sposed (as a |
) resu]t of the _Congressional batt]es and a natural bent) tonwr1te.regu]at1ons3that
lb:nSured that Title I funds would be spent only on "eligible" pupils for. compensa-

tory programs. Thus emerged regu]atidns_on "supplementing, notTSupp1anting,"'
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R

"excess cost," etc. The five-year period immediately following enactment of ESEA
/

- 1965 saw the f1res of enthus1asm dampened by a succession of unfavorab]e eva]ua-'
-tion reports. Quest1ons of the validity of these eva]uat1ons as1de/(and ser1ous
quest1ons remain), the reports were d1sturb1ng to USOE T1t1e I personne] ‘They
tended, in genera], to believe the evaluations -- accepting too credu]ously, in N
;our'opinion, the validity of the outcome-measures used -- and gscribe'the nega- -
tive findings to the fa11ure of the public schools. to "target" T1t1e I funds in
'suff1c1ent quant1t1es on low achieving pup1ls. It was W1dely decr1ed that the -
’average compensatory education pupi]‘received only. about $100 of Title I servtces

in a year

' ‘\
From the 1ncept1on of the 1dea of Title I to the present there jhas been no-

“strong defender of the=pos1t1on that all pupils 1n_poor schoo]s deserve compensa-t'

P

‘tory serv1ces The argument can be advanced with some force that any pupil in a -

schoo] w1th a h1gh concentration of poor ch11dren is put at an educational disad-

- vantage in numerous ways: (1) h1s_schoo]-cannot attract as exper1e ced or compe-

~ tent. teachers as a rich schoo];y(ZO he lacks the advantages of social relation- :
shibs with peers who wou]dxprovide’good role mode’s; {(3) he may attendxclasses.

that are disrupted or~dfsorganized byithe?speciai prablems that poor or'low
achieving pupi]s”present- etc. :Considéring these secondafy or tndirect etfects

r'of concentrations of poor pup11s in schools, 1t is c]ear that even pup11s of

above average ach1evement have a right to compensat1en\of some educat1ona1 d1sad-

' vantagest But. the debate in Congress fhat might have reached such 1ssues became P
triyja}tzed The spectre of the r1ch kid in Montgomery County, V1rg1n1a who

might recejve Title I services was repeated]y 1nvoked-by the defenders of

y £

, . } - .Y .
i 5 . . J -
. . .
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" categorical aid to put down the proponents of general aid. .Inbthe pitched batfle
over categorical versus genera] aid, sight was lost of the middTebground Tit]e

I funds could have been aimed at schools- w1th large concentrat1ons of poor ch1]- '
._ﬂdren, but w1th the understand1ng that (1) all pupils in poor schoo]s need he]p=

-becayse of the d1rect and indirect effects of poverty, and (2) school programs

—;—ééf—~andvschooT—organ1zat1on“are “totaVities that ‘oné ‘doesn’ t break up by outside
| 1ntervent1on w1thout risk of detrimental effects to the schoo] and its pupl]s
‘ However, th1s second guess1ng of h1story does not change the fact that by -
ﬂ 1970 USOE was prepared to take v1gorous steps to see that T1t]e I funds were ,
"targeted" on eligible pup1]s (i.e., pup11s w1th Tow ach1evement test scores)
The mechan1sms of enforcing targeting were aud1ts of programs for supplanting
ﬂ~v1o]at1ons and the training of T1t]e‘I off1c1a1s in state education agencies. to
7 encourage targeting.’ When oned]istens.to SEA Title I coordinators in'different~
states, one hears a single mesSage that speaks of a common origin. - The SEA T1t]e .
., I coordinators te]] ‘the local schoo] d1str1cts that they must institute a
recogn1zab1e" compensatory education program in ‘drder to avoid a "supplant1ng
v1olat1on " They advance a common set of arguments in an 1nsens1t1ve casu1stry
that ]oCa] schools are at a loss to rebut. _When the local schoo]s wish to remove
'-a Tow achieving pupil from regu]ar read1ng (where he isn't benef1t1ng) to reme- -
dial rePd1ng, the SEA Title. I coordinators claim that such a move would const1-

‘tute a supp]ant1ng v1olat1on.* If-the LEAs insi¢t that-their Ti’ eliaible

Thus one sees that the supp]ant1ng issue, that can on]y be 1nterpreted as an
economic’ concern about replacing local taxes -with Federal taxes in the
Congressional debates on ESEA 1965, has been transTated into an educational
concern by 1975, and the SEAs are us1ng it to second guess the curricular
- _ decisions of the LEAs. = . :
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: pupi1s cannot profit from the reading instruction in regular classes, the SEA -

- coordinator chastizes them for running programs normally that do not benefit all

’

pupils. when ‘the LEAs ask how they can avo1d~a supplanting’ v1o1at1on, the SEA
coordinator offers the ' pu11 out” model: all pup1ls shou1d rece1ve basal reading

for th1rty minutes, then the T1t1e I e11g1b1e pup11s should be removed to a

special room for remedial (Title I) 1nstruct1on by a reading spec1a11st wh11e the

non-eligible pupils~in the regular classroom can be given study time, science, or .

social studies. By some chop logic, supplanting is not supp1anting at all if

“what is supplanted is science or socfal studies.. The SEA Title I coord1nators

are purveyors of soph1stry, and bad,soph1stry at that

We give credit (ori1ay blame) for the w1despread use of the "pu11 out" mode]l
to the"USOEfTit1e-I-regu]ations and their enforcement by the-SEA Title I coordin-
ators., As one.state‘education department official put it" . "'Pull out’ exists
for one reason only; because the floca]s: are afraid Big Brother will catch them
in a supp1ant1ng violation.' »fhe “pull out” model'is an artifice desioned*to
demonstrate to outs1ders compliance with Title I regu]at1ons It was.not devised.
through the exercise of professional judgment on the questions of ho& best to
compensate for the dfsadvantages suffered by pupils in poor schools.

The "pull out" model -is advocated on1y by a bureaucrat1c const1tuency in

USOE and the SEAs. It is not supported on its =ducational merits by any other

vsignfficant Qroups.' not by researchers, not by local adm1n1strators, not by

teachers indiyidua]]y or en masse. The Nat1ona1.nducat1on Assocnat1on regards’

“pull out" as a minor issue. NEA feels that in general supplementary services’
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should be }eﬁdered as far as possible in the regular c]aﬁsroom. ‘Their primary
concern is with pupil-to-teacher rétfci; they would watch‘t6 see that "main-

éireaming" Title I’pupils did not increase pupilato-teaCher,ratios, but the"‘
wdu{d not be greatly concerned otherwise. The "pu]]‘oqt" problem seems to:be

' -

no one's major concern. But it may well be one of those quiet-inconspicuous.

matters that count heavily in ways'seldomnc1eqr]y seen.

15
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CONCLUSIONS OBSERVATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIO

(I)

Our work has led us to'the foll ow1ng conc]us1ons and cbservations about the

puli out" technique and severa] reconnendat1ons for dea11ng w1th the prob]ems it

ra1ses

1. Pu111ng Title. 1 e11g1b1e pup1ls out of regu]ar c]assrooms for compensa- :
- tory 1nstruct1on is v1rtua11y un1v@rsa1

2. The "pull out" procedure Egr_se has no; clear academic or soC1a1 benef1ts
- and may, .in fact be detr1menta1 to pupd?s progress and adJustment to
school.

- 3. The'"pulT'Out"”procedure is used by schools more‘t0*satisfy Title -1
: regulations than because it is Judged by teachers to be a sensib]e and
benef1c1a1 plan.

We wish to bring the following.recommendations to the attention of those
persons at all levels dminis. T : programs and who will influence the
K evolution of compensatory education:

~ 1. The Title' I regulations, which now reflect an overweening concern with
targeting funds on "eligible" pupils, should be examined. New consider-
ations should be given to the needs of all pupils in poor schools and
the integrity of total. sch001 _programs.

2. Instructiona] strateg1es should ‘be dev1sed that would eliminate the
invidious labeling of: -compensatory education ‘pupils and the1r segrega-
tion from classes of, "regular" pupils ‘ :

"7 3. Teachers; adm1n1strators and other persons connected with T1t1e I pro-
grams should be informed of the. findings of research on the "pull out“
method and- assoc1ated phenomena : 4

4. -Methods should be dev1sed of counteract1ng“the poss1b]y detrimental
“effects of "pull ‘out" where educators choose to use it or have no
reasonable alternatives. Such methods could include means for coor-
dinating instruction across two-sites and techniques of teacher obser-
vation that lessen the possibility that “pu]]ed out" pupils will be
unconsc1ous]y neglected in regu]ar classes. .

o
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